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Dear Counsel:

On November 20, 2015, the parties submitted a Joint Status Report recommending how
this formal complaint proceeding, which stems from a primary jurisdiction referral from the
United States District Court for the Southern District of California, should proceed in light of the
parties’ appeal of the District Court’s Findings of Fact and Conclusions of Law issued on
September 11, 2015, and Judgment entered on September 28, 2015. See Joint Status Report of
the Parties to Sprint Communications Co. L.P. v. North County Communications Corp., File No.
EB-14-MD-014, Docket Number 14-223, File No. EB-14-MD-014, (Joint Status Report). In the



Joint Status Report, Sprint Communications Co. L.P. (Sprint) questions whether the Commission
has any authority to proceed with the case because the District Court “entered final judgment and
closed the case.” Joint Status Report at 2. Alternatively, Sprint argues that the Commission
should enter judgment in its favor and not await the outcome of the appeal, because the appeal
“does not act to stay the effectiveness of the [District Court’s] Findings and Conclusions.” Id. at
3. In contrast, North County Communications Corp. (NCC) disagrees that the Commission lacks
jurisdiction and maintains that the Commission should stay the case pending the appeal
“[i]nstead of requiring the parties and the Commission to spend valuable time and other
resources prosecuting and defending the referral issues.” Id. at 6.

We agree with NCC and are therefore staying this case until the District Court’s Findings
of Fact and Conclusions of Law and Judgment become final and non-appealable. Because many
of the District Court’s findings are relevant to the issues before us (see Joint Status Report at 3-
4), proceeding with the case here prior to the conclusion of the appeal potentially would be a
waste of the parties’ and the Commission’s resources.

This letter ruling is issued under Sections 4(i), 4(j), and 208 of the Act, 47 U.S.C.
§§ 154(i), 154(j), 208, Sections 1.3 and 1.720-1.736 of the Commission’s rules, 47 C.F.R. §§ 1.3,
1.720-1.736, and the authority delegated in Sections 0.111 and 0.311 of the Commission’s rules,
47 CF.R.§§0.111, 0.311.

Sincerely, .

Lisa B. Griffin
Deputy Chief, EB/MDRD



